In this Editorial to Issue 11-4 (2015) of IJBESM, we elaborate on the slightly broadened and modified scope of the Journal and provide a short introduction to the articles of this Issue.
Clarification of broadened scope and topics
The slightly broadened scope of IJBESM puts more emphasis on the management and policy relevance of findings published in the Journal. Papers should address biodiversity and/or ecosystem services, and be of relevance to problem solving in the context of sustainable land and water management, land-use planning or conservation. Relevance of findings for decision-making and management is considered a crucial aspect for all papers published in IJBESM. We also interpret management in a broader way than just ecosystem management. We furthermore highlight that we in particular welcome more interdisciplinary contributions. This reflects recent trends in papers published in the journal and in the emerging field of ecosystem services.
We broadened and clarified the topics that papers should address. We suggest that submissions should preferably address the links between biodiversity and ecosystem services, between ecosystem services and management and/or between biodiversity and management. Many papers in IJBESM have recently reflected on the management relevance of biodiversity or ecosystem service research. To date, relatively few contributions address the link between biodiversity and ecosystem services.
Of special interest to the Journal are contributions that address the relevance of the ecosystem service concept for conservation. The concept has its origins in (biodiversity) conservation (see Ehrlich and Ehrlich (1981) for early mentioning the concept and Gómez-Baggethun et al. (2010) for an overview). However, the concept is also increasingly contested for capturing different forms of resource use that might conflict with conservation issues (Schröter et al. 2014) . It is therefore of high importance to increase knowledge on conservation-compatible services (Chan et al. 2011) , functional links between biodiversity and ecosystem services (Harrison et al. 2014) or local co-occurrence between protected areas, biodiversity and ecosystem services (Hodder et al. 2014) . A special issue on the conservation relevance of ecosystem services is currently under review for this journal and we look forward to receive more such contributions, for instance from the Ecosystem Service Partnership (ESP), which has recently held its 8 th international conference in Stellenbosch, South Africa (www.es-partnership.org).
One final clarification to the scope of the Journal is that we explicitly welcome contributions that develop and improve methods and tools to assess the above-mentioned questions in a management context, such as mapping, modelling, valuation (socio-cultural, economic etc.), stakeholder involvement, in situ and ex situ experiments etc. Several papers in the journal are already method-oriented (Guerry et al. 2012; Martínez-Harms & Balvanera 2012; Schulp et al. 2012; Beichler 2015; Duru et al. 2015) and at the same time do provide relevant insights for decision making.
This issue
The papers of this issue focus on biodiversity conservation in different contexts.
Addo-Fordjour and Rahmad (2015) compare liana diversity between disturbed and undisturbed forests in a national park in Ghana. They found that while liana diversity was higher in disturbed forests, lianas tend to build thickets which in turn decrease the abundance of tree seedlings and saplings. Hence lianas might hamper natural regeneration in formerly disturbed forests. The management recommendation of this study is to control for thicket building of lianas through cutting.
Several contributions of this issue address biodiversity conservation in agricultural systems. Obayelu et al. (2015) provide a case for cassava farming practices in Nigeria. They provide a model that explains the diversity of cassava varieties. Cassava diversity was affected positively by four variables in the case study area of Ogun State. These factors were farmer's age, farmer's level of wealth and owned land as well as the farmer's experience. Their recommendations for decision-making are decentralized participatory breeding and agricultural land reforms. Gwali et al. (2015) have analysed tree species diversity and abundance in coffee farms in Uganda. In particular, they have studied the effect of distance to disturbed and undisturbed forest on on-farm tree diversity. Farms close to undisturbed forests showed similar levels of species richness as farms far from forests, while farms close to disturbed forests showed a lower species richness. A high proportion of exotic tree species was observed on all farms. From the findings of Gwali et al. (2015) , it can be concluded that the influence of management rather than the distance to undisturbed trees determines tree species diversity on coffee farms. Multipurpose trees might be favoured that, next to shading, also provide other ecosystem services (food provision, spiritual services). Baul et al. (2015) also look into multipurpose trees in the context of agro-biodiversity. For a case study in Bangladesh they found a positive, albeit weak correlation between farm size and tree species diversity, while tree density was negatively correlated with farm size. They recommend plantation of multipurpose tree species to sustain a diversity of options for farmer's livelihoods. Bredemeier et al. (2015) find that structural landscape complexity in large regions (NUTS 3) has a positive effect on the presence of organic farming practices across Germany. For instance, high proportions of organic farming land can be found in regions with less intensively managed land, including forest areas, semi-natural habitats, pastures and low fractions of agricultural land. Organic farming also coincides with Nature 2000 protected areas. The authors suggest that a spatially explicit targeting of agricultural environmental measures, which causes additional administrative costs, is currently not needed, as organic farming sites are relatively efficiently allocated. Lamsal et al. (2015) provide an economic analysis of willingness to pay of households for community based conservation of a wetland in Nepal. This willingness to pay was 5.40 USD per year and was influenced by the age of the household head, income derived from the wetland, other agricultural income and prior experiences with conservation activities. Factors that could not significantly explain willingness to pay include walking distance to the wetland and awareness of its environmental degradation. Based on their findings, the authors recommend government subsidies for wetland conservation. Blicharska and Grandin (2015) study the rationales behind conservation of professional in Poland and reveal the classic divide between intrinsic and utilitarian motivations for conservation. This contribution is of particular interest to this Journal as it covers both biodiversity and ecosystem services, two concepts backed by these two differing worldviews. Remarkably, Blicharska and Grandin (2015) have identified perspectives that can be interpreted as common ground for biodiversity and ecosystem services (Reyers et al. 2012 ). These perspectives include aesthetics, aspects of meaning of life and moral obligations to protect biodiversity that go beyond the divide between intrinsic and anthropocentric perspectives. The paper by Blicharska and Grandin (2015) also provides a list of consensus statements between the two differing worldviews. However, participants did either not agree or were neutral towards these statements. This finding confirms the contested nature of ecosystem services as a concept for biodiversity conservation (Schröter et al. 2014) . We wish you a pleasant reading. 
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